
UNITED^VTES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIOM^INCY

3r. James R. Campbell, Ph.D.
Progran Manager, Previously Owned PropertiesKeystone Environmental Services, Inc.436 Seventh Avenue, Suite 1940Pittsburgh, PA 15219
Re: Sraft Remedial Investigation Reportfor the South Cavalcade Site
Dear Or. Campbell;

£PA Region 6 has reviewed the draft Remedial Investigation (RI )report for the South Cavalcade Street site. We recognize that considerableeffort was spent in conducting the field work and writing the report.
Overa l l , the report includes sufficient information to portray the sitecharacteristics and as such is a commendable first draft*

!/e do, as usual, have some comments regarding the report. Most of
the report will only require minor revisions to respond to our comments*For your convenience, we have labeled these comments as editorialconnents* The editorial comments need no further discussion orexplanation; we expect that you will be able to revise the report torespond to these without any difficulty.

Conversely, there are several sections within the report which wereeither unclear or raised some technical questions. These comments wil lrequire further discussion before we can reach an complete understandingon these points. We will discuss these at the February 19, 1983,meeting.

Should you have any questions about these comments, please contactJim Pendergast at (214) 655-6735.
Sincerely yours.

CM
vO
O
O

Enclosure
cc: D. Sorrels, TWC

Larry 0. I/right, Chief
Superfund Enforcement Section
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No Pagg P_a_r_ Line

t vi 2

3 xvi 2 4

4 1-1 2 ---

5 1-3 Tab 1-1

6 1 - 14 2 1
7 1 - 14 3 3

8 1 - 14 Bu l l e t s

9 1 - 15 4 1
3- 1 1 2

10 1 - 18 1

II 1 - 1 9 1 2
3-1 2 2
3-1 3 1
3-2 2 l
3-2 4 i
3 - 16 4 2
3-21 3 3
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COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 OF THE DRAFT RI SEPORT
, ...Comment_______s______________________________

Add discuss ion about general ground water f l ow direct ion.
Replace the column headings for "Maximum Detected Concen-trat ions" w i th "Maximum Sample" .
Replace "two" wi th "one".

Add a paragraph to discuss the areas surrounding the site.

the appropr iate
Note that th is work is a l so ca l l ed the McC l e l l a n d Study.
Reword "PRP cr i t e r i a adopted by EPA" to better expresswhat you are meaning,

What is "Level A"? Either def ine it or de lete referenceto it.

Add the Uor le Plan to the Appendices if you are r e f e r r i n gto it.

The numbers do not tota l : 2 1 *9 does not equal 29+2.
De l e t e "genera l" and "genera l ly" .
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We.

12
• ?1 ~
14

15
16
! ~?

13
19

20
21

Page Par LJ
2-4 5 5
2-10 5 1
2-13 3 --•

3-7 2 4

3-16 4 9

3-17 2 7

3-20 3 3
3-21 3 4

3-25 4 5
3-33 Tab 3-3

22 3-40 1

23

24

25
26
27
28

4-n
4-44

5-7

S- 10

5- 10
5 - 1 1
5- 14
5- 18
5-23

EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
I Commgnjt __________________

Ident ify who reported the subsidence.
Replace " 1986" with " 1987" .

Ident ify the median income and age groups. This infor-
mat ion is ava i l ab l e f rom the census and a l so from theNorth Cavalcade Rl report .
Define "aerial photography anorcaly areas".
Insert "necessar i ly" after "are not 1 * .
Replace "to" with "beyond".
Replace "two" with "the two upper".
Add the F ie ld and Samp l i ng Plan to the Appendices if youare r e f e r r i n g to it .
Replace the comma wi th a semico lon .
Reword the t i t l e to indicate that these are the KSL
organ t c s which were sampled dur ing the f i e l d work.
Descr ibe the use of data under each va l i dat ion c lass . For
examp le , the qua l i f i ed data can only be used to indicate
the presence of contaminants, and not to quant ify themagnitude .

Fig 4 - 1 1 Add bor ing A26-SB03 to the p lo t .

1 3 Ident i fy which sample is from the deep aqu i fer .
last This is awkward . This is already in Sect ion 5.

Replace "3*10" with "3-3" .

Insert "Round 1 and Round 2" after "of the"*

1 2
3 3
Tab 5-3

29 5- 17 1

Sp l i t these tables to separate the water and sed iment
Tab 5-4 data. This w i l l a l l ow the tables to more c lose ly fo l l ow
Tab 5-5 the text . At present, it Is awkward to keep f l i pp i ng
Tab 5-8 pages to understand the points made in the text.

30
31

5-21
6-1

12
2

Add a statement about b ( s (2-e t hy I h exy 1 ) ph t ha ! a t e to show
that it is also found in the b lank , and is a l ike lysampl ing induced contaminant.
Replace "disclosed" with "observed".
insert "the" before "character".
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^ Page Par line
32 6-1 3

EDITORIAL COMMENTS OH VOLUHE ! cont inued

3
5
6

Add a sentence to ident i fy the number of va l id ,qua l i ta t ive , and inval id samp l e s .
Rep lace "was" with "were".
Ident ify the sample numbers w i th i n this sentence.
Replace "29 ng/kg" with "below the method detection
l eve l" . Otherwise , the next sentence becomescontradictory.

Tab 6-1 Redo this table us ing units of ag/kg . Th i s w i l l better
support the discuss ion on page 6-4 .

37 6-9 Fig €-1 The shading of the unpaved areas d i s t rac t s from the
surface and sur f i c fa l so l i s ta i n i ng areas . Remove the
unpaved area shading unless it Is e s sent ia l for yourd iscuss ion.

33 6-3
34 6-3
35 6-4

36 6-5

38 7-4

39 7-n 3

446

40

41

42

43

44

7-16
7- 16
7-23
7-24
7-30
7-31

7 - 16

7-16
7-24
7-33

7- 16
7- 17
7-25

1
3
2
1
2
2
I
3
1
3
3
3
1

1
4
3
9
3
2
4

6
11
6
7

3
3

7-22 Fig 7-2
46 7-19 2
47 7-i9 2 10

7-21 1 9

Are the tota ls for ground water samples correc t? You l i s t
62 tota l samp le s w i th 22 total QA/QC saap los . This gives
40 total Held samp le s . On page 7-3 you l i s t 60 samples .
Add a sentence to state that these compounds are not
l i ke ly contaminants at the creosote s i t e .
Ue prefer that you use the number of locations where
contaminat ion was detected rather than the number of
samples . One ob ject ive of the Ri report is to i den t i fy
the extent of contaminat ion ; the locat ions are a better
Ind i cator of extent than are the samp le s .

; in the sentence by stating "In the other X bor ings ,
Replace "no" w i t h "no detected (10 ug/ l ) 1 1 .

tt H * •» ~

Begin the sentence by stat ing "In the other 12 w e l l s , " .
Seplsoe " fa i r l y we l l d i s t r ibuted" w i th "found".n * » -

Add the COM we l l resu l t s .
H tt *• "• "

Add a f igure to show the volat i le compounds.
Insert the max imum COM concentrations.

« N If -
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
N=. Page. Par. Line ^Comment
48 7- 19 3

7-27 2

49 7-25 I

50 7-26 1

51 7-28 2
52 7-28 2

53 7-30 3
54 7-3 1 3

55 7-34 I
56 7-34 3

7-34 4
57 7-35 2

58 7-35 3
59 7-36 3

1 The f i r s t sentence either belongs in the above paragraph
1 or e l se should be a separate paragraph.

16
*».r

5 The second and third sentences in this paragraph say the
same thing abount each round. Why not delete "Round 1"
fron the second sentence, and delete the th i r d?

4 De le te "at Mon i tor ing We l l SCK-HUli and".
9 The rev iew would be more eas i ly conducted if the resu l t swere d irect ly compared in a table.
4 Replace "100- wi th "10".

Compare the oetai concentrations to the background for
Unit 3. Although not an exact comparison, we be l i eve the
Unit 3 background sample can a l so serve to indicate thebackground for Un i t 4.

2 Insert "in CAV-OU06" af ter "compounds".
Add the max imum values of the samples .

. n n n < t » t t n

In Une 4 , reference a map to ident i fy these areas , and
in l ine 5. append "and had concentrations exceeding 1"g/ku" .

Add "There were HX of these bor i ng s . "
This paragraph is unclear. We are not sure which area you
are discuss ing. Reword to make it c l earer .

60 7-40 gu l l e t s Ident ify the leve l s of surrogate and laboratory responses
7-41 Fig 7-6 which you used to determine the presence of contamination.

61 7-34
7-40
x iv

82 7-443 i
7-44 2

63 7-45 3

64 7-46 i

Add a map and discuss ion for vo l a t i l e s and meta l s .
t t t t t t H H f t i f f t r t
t t i t K i t n n w a n

Ident ify the method detection leve l .
« H d f) R

The aquifer thicknesses are mis s ing .
The ground water volumes are mis s ing .
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
No Page Par Uine Comment
65 7A-1

7A-4
7A-5
7A-6
7A-9
7A- 10

The Un, t a shouid be the sane as in the text <mg,kg j" ** * H » »

66 App9nd lK7B The valldauon status u nlasfng
*? 8-3 Tab a-t Add the UBe of day to the co|uan head(njg
68 8 ' 13 1 5 Replace "27" with "17«.
** 8- 13 . 6 Add .Bhich have HEG .S . ifuf . Inveat lgated.
70 8-18 4 [ sepUce "27" with " 17" ,
71 8 - >8 * 1 Add "which have HEG-S " m.r .analyzed».
72 8-18 4 2 Seplacg "llelt." with "HEG's" ,
73 8 - 19 3 , Def lne traca quantlU()s aa , |Mi ihan ̂ ^ ^^

is not74 9-5
9-6
9-9

Tab 9-1
Tab 9-2
Tab 9-3

9-10 Tab 9-4
9-12 Tab 9-5
9 - 1 3 Tab 9-6

75 9-15 Soi ls
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EDITORIAL COHHENTS ON VOLUME 2 OF THt" DRAFT Rl REPORT
Page Par L I n.e _ Cotnnent ... ._ __ ._. _ _ _

1 Appendix G Add the 9/17/86 letter from Janes Campbel l which requests
the revised sampl ing program.
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ED I TOR(AL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 3 OF THE DRAFT 81 REPORT
No Page Par Line
1 A-6 Figure

2 C-l
S-l
S-l

The we l l log in Appendix F shows a clayey sand for SCK-P05
at 51 feet instead of a s i l ty sand. The nearby bor ing
A26-SB03 a l so shows a clayey sand at 51 feet.
Delete "general" and "general ly".

3 C-2 Note 2 What is this descr ib ing?
4 C-3 2

5 C-4 Table
6 C-6 3 13
7 C-l l 1 1
8 C-U !

C- l l 3
9 E-9 Table

10 Appendix 1

1 1 J - 13 Table

12 J - 1 4 2 7
13 Appendix L
14 Appendix R

Ident i fy in thH paragraph a high value from the data.
This is needed for comparison to the low va lues discussed.
The "zero" for z inc should be "4".
Insert Htota l aromatic hydrocarbons" after "samples" .
The f i r s t part of the sentence is m i s s i n g .
Show the data regard ing the rep l i ca te s .w » ii n » «*

The data are m i s s i ng from the tab le .
The sha l l ow p lot for 8/28/85 is either mis-dated or out oforder .

The s ieve curve for SCK-P01 on page A-5 does not intersect
the 10% l ine . Therefore , the Hazen approximat ion shouldbe < 1 . 0 x lO .
Replace " less" with "more".
Add the we l l records for we l l s 407, 408, and 438.
Add the va l idat ion status for each sample.
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 OF THE DRAFT SI REPORT
PjLg,£ Par Line Comment

Add a subsection which ident if ies the contaminants re lated
to the h i s tor i ca l operat ions and which were expected to be
found ons i te . You a l so need to b r i e f l y discuss the chemi-
cal and physical propert ie s of these contaminants. The
tox ico iog ica i propert ies can be discussed in Sect ion 9.
Add a subsection which discusses the extent and nature of
the contaminant prob lem. This is a required item underthe 1985 R! guidance.

Do the c i ted hazardous waste releases affect the South
Cavalcade s i t e? Each incident must be ident i f i ed in a
tab le as to the locat ion. I am part i cu lar ly interested if
there is a re lease of any contaminant for which youtested.

2 1 - 18

3 2-10 3

Fig 4-4c

S 4 - 1 ! Fig 4-4e

6 4-32 2

7 4-34 a
4-39 3

8 4-36 2
4-40 3

9 4-39 3

The f igure shows that MU16 is screened in a sandy c lay.
The log for the we l l shows a clay. Therefore , are the
data f r om th is we l l mean i ng fu l? Note that this we l l a lone
causes the interpretat ion of a norther ly f l ow on the
southern side of the property (F igure 4 - 17 . page 4 - 4 2 ) .
The f igure shows that PQ5 is screened in a sandy clay.
However, the we l l log shows a s i l ty sand and a nearby
bor ing shows a clayey sand. Therefore , do you be l i eve the
data from this we l l is mean i ngfu l? Note that P05 had the .
lowest hydraul ic conduct ivity ( two orders of magnitude)
amongst a l l the bor ings tested_ij i_this aquifer (Table 4-7.page 4 - 4 3 ) . . _ _

How does the s h a l l ow aqui tard affect the recharge of thesha l l ow aqu i fer?

Why did you only use the e levat ion data from November 30,
1987, in portraying the ground water f l ow? Is this date
typical of the other dates, or of the average?
Does this p lot t ing program incorporate hydrogeol ical
pr inc ip l e s? If net, then we cannot accept the p lot as '•&•va I i d.

How should the ground water theoret ical ly vary due to the
interspersed sand and clay lenses? Do the water elevation
observat ions conform with your'expectations from thebor ings?
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME I continued
No Page Par Line Comment
10 4-40 I

11 4-43 Tab 4-7

12 4-47 F i g 4 - 19

13 5-21
vii

We am not convinced that the ground water f l ow is
correct ly portrayed in F igure 4 - 17 on page 4-42. F i r s t .
the contour p l o t r e f l e c t s only curve f i t t i ng and not
hydro geo log i ca l interpretat ions . Second, the p lot is
heav i l y re l i an t upon ye l l MW23 which may not be screened
in the same sand lens as are the other we l l s directly to
the we s t . Th ird , the p lot is heavi ly re l iant upon we l l
MU16 which is screened in a clay layer.
We am not convinced that the hydraulic conductivity for
P05 represents the upper intermediate aqu i fer . Nearby
bor ings show clayey sand and sandy clay. The clays may
account for the conduct iv ity which is two orders of magn i-
tude tower than the average of the other three we l l s .
Is DU02 too far to the west to have a chance of capturing
any potent ia l contaminat ion from the source areas? This
f i gure sugges t r s that we need a deep we l l to the east.
Ue d i sagree . All you have shown is that the water concen-
trat ions are no more than s l ight ly above the dr ink ing
water c r i t e r i a . Howevar , you have not addressed tox i c i ty
to aquatic organisms. This could be a problem as shown
be l ow . It is premature to make any statement about s i g-
nificance of contaminant levels in the RI, and that this
w i l l be addressed in the FS.
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14 5-27 3
ix 2

15 5-27 4
ix 2

16 6-2
6-3

Po l l u t a n t
Arsen i c
Copper
Lead
Nicke l
Si 1ve r
Zinc

Maximum
Samp 1e

56
17
31
36
H

140

EPA Chron ic
Cr i t e r i o n

46
12
3 ,2

160
0 . 1 2

110

Is It A
Concern?

maybe
maybe
yes
no
yes

maybe
units in u g / 1

Ue d i sagree w i th the inference about PAH concentrat ions in
the sediments. The concentration of the background sam-
p l e . SCK-SDl l . i s 7.7 mg/kg whereas the concentrat ion of
the highest sample, SCK-SD04, is 236 rag/kg. Therefore,
the presence of PAHs in the background is ins ign if icant in
re lat ion to the overa l l contamination.
Ue disagree that metal concentrations ref l ec t background
cond i t ions . Cadmium in SCK-SD03 and copper in SCK-SD04
are over double the background leve l s in SCK-SD05.
You are stat ing that the surrogate testing did not show
contamination in areas with observable soi l stain ing.
Does this detract from the va l id i ty of the surrogate
methods?
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 cont inued

No Page Par Line Comment
17 6-3 4 3 This sentence is unc lear ; it can be interpreted to mean

7-1 2 10 that Inva l id data were used in the evaluat ion . Inval id
7 - 1 5 2 14 data shou ld not be used. Ue be l i eve you mean to say that
7-23 1 14 some qua l i ta t ive data were used a long w i th the va l i d data
7-30 1 8 in the eva luat ion .

IS 6-4
x
7-16
7-24
7-30

Table Why is lead not l i s ted? Ue understand that lead may not a
--- typical contaminant at a creosote site, but the site data
--- shows that lead was found in concentrations exceeding the
--- background. There fore , include lead in these tables .

19 6 - 10 4 1 What do you mean by "s ign if leant* *? Rephrase this para-
graph to discuss the factual f ind ings and not a judgement
on f i nd i ng s . Sign i f i cance w i l l be discussed in the Feas i-
b i l i ty Study report after the public health r isk has been
evaluated.

20 7-3 2 What is the va l i da t ion status for the ground water
samp l e s?

21 7 - 10 3 6 We do not agree that al l four locat ions show "fa ir ly
cons i s tent" re su l t s . U e 1 1 MW-16 has chemical parameters
which are much greater than the parameters for the other
three w e ! I s .

22 7-35 2 — Why were bor ings A01-SB03. A01-SB09, and A03-SB05 not
included in this ana lys i s?

23 7-36 1 5 What about A 1 Q - S B 0 1 ? This bor ing has the h ighest concen-
trat ion in the southeastern area.

24 7-45 - - - - - - Why not ident i fy the volume of so i l s assoc iated with the
contaminated ground water?

25 8- 12 2 13 The last part of the paragraph is confus ing . One sentence
states that It is imposs ib l e to evaluate co l l ec t ion e f f i -
ciency whereas the next sentence says it is sat i sfactory.

26 8-2 - - - - - - - Where is the discuss ion on data valadat ion for air
samples .

27 9-7 1 What about surf ic ia l s o i l s ? Are these a l so of interest?
What about future development which may resu l t in breach-
ing the paved areas? These issues must a l so be addressed

28 9-1 1 2 Lead was found at concentrations exceeding the background.
xvi i 4 Why isn't it considered a PCDC?

29 9- 15 Sediment Access is not restr icted for all ditches. Therefore, the
9 - 17 2 2 term "trespassers" is not complet ly accurate. We prefer
9-26 Sediment the term "non-workers ' 1 .
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued
Nc Pj*JSg. PgJl Ljjie Comment

9-27
xx i

Some of the meta l s in the surface water exceed EPA chronic
aquatic water cr i t e r i a . Ue d i sagree w i t h this s ta tementin the report .

9- 16 Grdwater Another future pathway is migrat ion of the subsurface
9-20 2 wastes to a we l l which could provide a pathway for m i g r a9*27 Grduater t ion to a lower aquifer. Add this pathway,xx Grduater H

* * K * * * » » 0 * * » * ft

TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 3 OF THE DRAFT RI REPORT
No Page Par Line ComiBe_nt
1 A-l Tabl

2 C-i i

3 C-l 1
4 C-3 3

5 Append ix I

6 J-2 TabI

7 S-S

8 Appendix S

Exp la i n why sample A14-SB03- 19 has a hydraul ic conduct iv
ity which is two orders of magn i tude greater than theothers from this aqu i tard .
Uhat measure was evaluated? Uere you eva luat ing the pre-
sence or magnitude of contaminat ion? This paragraph
imp l i e s magn i tude ; the statement discusses presence.

11 Howwas agreement on negat ive corre lat ions used?
Ue do not be l i eve you have suff ic ient data to make any
s tat i s t i ca l ly s ign i f i cant statement about x - r a y f l uo r e-
scence. However, we agree that your data and lack of data
shows that x- ray f luorescence is not a proven method forth i s s i te .

Ue have problems with the manner in which these p lots were
drawn. The computer only f i t s curves to data. It does
not provide hydrogeo l ogica I interpretat ions .

We have problems wi th SCK-P05. Part of the bor ing log
from Append ix F shows a clayey sand. Nearby borings show
a clayey sand (A26-SB03) and a sandy clay <A26-SB06) .
Add a discuss ion on prec i s ion . This involves ca lcu lat ing
a re lat ive standard deviat ion (KRSD) and comparing it on a
contaminant spec if ic bas i s to the *RSD from the EPA CLP
program. Ue have mai led you an EPA report which presents
the CLP res- j i t s and descr ibes the methodology for calcu-lating the XRSD.

The blank sample SU08-01 has a high lead content, but all
of the inorganic data in Appendix P were portrayed as
va l id . Doesn ' t the high lead blank make the lead resultsonly qual i tat i ve?
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